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Abstract
American Sign Language (ASL) began to gain widespread acceptance as a foreign
language in the 1990s, but instruction, programming, teaching and learning are still in the
process of developing and transitioning into a mature field. This thesis study is designed to
assess: perceived gaps in current ASL curricula utilized for ASL 1-6, how and to what extent
curriculum is supplemented by instructors in these courses, how ASL lab is implemented and to
what extent supplemental materials are needed, as well as determine to what extent learning
outcomes and standards are being applied in the field of ASL instruction. This information will
help guide future development of instructional materials that follow the American Council of the
Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) standards, integrating American Sign Language
Teachers Association's (ASLTA) language specific "Standards for Learning American Sign
Language". In addition, for future instructional materials to be research-based along with
integrated standards, content-based instruction (CBI) and task-based language teaching (TBLT)
should also be incorporated.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
While some institutions of higher education began accepting American Sign Language
(ASL) as a foreign language in the 1980s, particularly more so at institutions with deaf education
and interpreter training programs, American Sign Language (ASL) did not begin to gain
widespread acceptance as a foreign language until the 1990s (Cooper, Riesman, & Watson,
2011; Rosen, 2010; Thoryk, 2010). Since the mid-80s, there have been several ASL curricula
that have been developed and available to programs. However, programs such as the one here at
the University of Tennessee, Knoxville (UTK) which is experiencing rapid growth and an
increase in adjunct instructors, struggles with the need for supplemental materials for the
classroom as well as for lab experiences. UTK is not alone in the need for additional materials as
noted by conversations with the program faculty at Maryville College (A. Haggard, personal
communication, December, 2014). In addition, previous research has identified that there is a
need for research-based curricula that follows the American Council of the Teaching of Foreign
Languages (ACTFL) standards (Rosen, 2010; Thoryk, 2010). Integrating the American Sign
Language Teachers Association's (ASLTA) language specific "Standards for Learning American
Sign Language" (n.d., ASLTA), which are based on ACTFL's 5 C's, as well as utilization of
content-based instruction (CBI) and task-based language teaching (TBLT) (Quintos-Pozos,
2011) methodologies should be incorporated.
Although ASL is still in the process of becoming a mature field, foreign language
instruction has a long, rich history and has already, at least to some extent, dealt with some of the
issues that ASL is currently facing. From the review of literature, this paper will discuss
approaches utilized in the field of foreign language instruction in institutions of higher education.
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More specifically, this study is designed for institutions of higher education, adult education and
career technical programs in order to assess: perceived gaps in current ASL curricula utilized for
ASL 1-6, how and to what extent curriculum is supplemented by instructors in these courses,
how ASL lab is implemented and to what extent supplemental materials are needed, as well as
determine to what extent learning outcomes and standards are being applied in the field of ASL
instruction.
Background and Significance
Foreign language curriculum and instruction
In order to gain insight into where ASL instruction and curricula are today, it is helpful to
first consider a brief overview of the history of foreign language instruction for second language
learners. According to Ewert (2013), foreign language instruction had its beginnings "in the
second half of the 19th century, when economic and cultural changes led to increase in
international trade and provided more training opportunities" (p. 10). With World War II, came
an increase in demand for foreign language instruction as noted by Wilner (1949) that fell off
sharply after the war. Though the Modern Language Association (MLA) established in 1883,
tracking of enrollment in U.S. foreign language courses began in 1958 when the first survey of
undergraduate enrollment in institutions of language course was conducted. According to MLA
(Modern Language Association [MLA], 2015), during the 55 years that the survey has been
conducted, there have been various changes in methodology, language and categories.
Along with the long history and provision of foreign language instruction, there have
been shifts in the continuum of methodology and curricula throughout the years. The initial
methodologies and approaches began with the grammar translation method and continued
2

through the 1940s (Richards & Rodgers, 2014, p. 7). Johnston's article in 1937, "The 'New
Curriculum' Challenges the Modern Foreign Language Teacher" addresses the issue of the focus
being on skill and grammatical drill "which has little relation to language growth" with materials
that "lent themselves most easily to logical analysis and memorization" (Johnston, 1937). The
post WWII era saw the rise of the cognitive approach and the audio-lingual approach from the
1950s through the 1960s (Richards & Rogers, 2014, p. 15). In 1967, Birkmaier and Lange noted
the increased use of language laboratories in colleges from roughly 250 in 1959 to over 1,000 at
the time the article was published. They also noted at the time that the "next five years will see
revolutionary changes" where culture would be taught in laboratories utilizing visual components
(Birkmaier & Lange, 1967). The touted approach in the '70s and '80s was based on "Chomsky's
concept of 'linguistic competence'" that was adopted in the 1960s and was termed
"communicative competence" which, according to Spolsky was "generally understood to mean
the ability of persons to communicate with native speakers in real situations" (as cited in Leaver
& Striker, 1989, p. 270), this is also known in the field as the communicative approach or
communicative language teaching (CLT).
There are several approaches which fall under the auspices of the communicative
approach. The functional-notational approach was developed in the mid-1970s and is: "(1) the
notions that learners want to be able to express through the target language, and (2) the
functional acts they expect to be able to accomplish" (Harlow, Smith, & Garfinkle, 1980). In the
beginning of the 1980s, another variation of "the theme for communicative competence had
emerged", known as Content Based Instruction (CBI). Following the CBI methodology, the
focus of the course is around subject matter, rather than focusing on the explicit teaching of
3

language, which in turn increases language proficiency (Leaver & Stryker, 1989). Long (2014)
worked on developing task-based language teaching (TBLT) for second language acquisition as
another approach to communicative competence in foreign language instruction and acquisition
from 1980-1982 (p. 6). Task-based language teaching focuses on communicative tasks that assist
students' engagement in the use of the language outside of the classroom (Nunan, 1991). Review
of the literature indicates that there have not been major shifts in foreign language instruction
methodology since the 1980s, and that communicative competence, the use of content-based
instruction and task-based language teaching continued to be utilized. Finally, in 1996, the
American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) in collaboration with the
National Endowment for the Humanities with a grant from the U.S. Department of Education,
published the first standards in the field of foreign language titled "Standards for Foreign
Language Learning: Preparing for the 21st Century". The most recent version that is provided on
ACTFL's website is the "New 3rd Edition Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st
century" (ACTFL, n.d.).
ASL curriculum and instruction
In comparison, while foreign language instruction can be traced back to the second half
of the 19th century, ASL had its early beginnings in the 19th century, when Laurent Clerc
traveled to the U.S. with Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet to teach sign language in America to deaf
children (Gallaudet University, n.d.). Clerc was educated in the first public school for the deaf
established by the Abbe Charles Michel de l'Epee in the 18th century and who "also developed a
one-hand French manual alphabet and a language of conventional signs" (Gallaudet University,
2014). Even with a history that can be traced back to the 18th century, ASL was not recognized
4

as a language until the 1960s (Gallaudet University Library, 2010) after research conducted by
William C. Stokoe was published. Stokoe offered his own perspective on the history of the
research on ASL in Cecil Lucas' book "Sign Language Research: Theoretical Issues" published
in 1990. Stokoe explained that his research actually began in 1955 but when his research articles
were published in 1960, "the whole Gallaudet faculty in a special meeting denounced my sign
language research. They charged me, in effect, with misappropriating funds" (as cited in Lewis,
1990, p. 3). Even with the publication of "A Dictionary of American Sign Language on
Linguistic Principles" in 1965, Stokoe was still rejected by his colleagues. In fact, in Maher
wrote that
During the course of his career at Gallaudet, Bill Stokoe was ridiculed and reviled by
many of the people with whom he worked, both hearing and deaf – a
fact that many would just as soon forget now that he has begun to receive the honor
and recognition he so richly deserves (Maher, 1996, p. 4).
According to Stokoe, sign language research gained ground, in the decade of the seventies, both
on and off Gallaudet's campus and included national and international symposia's (as cited in
Lewis, 1990, p. 4).
Although it was the 1960s before ASL was recognized as a language, sign language was
taught in the 1950s and 1960s utilizing the grammar translation approach that had previously
been the approach in spoken language classrooms prior to 1940. With this approach, instructors
would use spoken English in the classroom and teach a list of signs (Wilcox & Wilcox, 1997, p.
81). Though the cognitive approach was the focus in foreign language instruction from the
1950s to the 1960s, it was implemented in ASL courses on a widespread basis in the early 1980s
5

(Wilcox & Wilcox, 1997, p. 82). From its earliest beginnings, ASL was behind the curve of
language instruction approach and methodology and applied these methodologies well after
foreign language had shifted to a new approach. However, communicative competence with the
functional-notional approach was more quickly implemented by the Signing Naturally
curriculum when first published in 1988 by Vista College. Smith (1988) explained the reason for
choosing the functional-notional approach was to build communicative competence through
teaching the functions of "vocabulary, grammatical structures, and expressions" for everyday
situations that deaf individuals encountered which would also increase cultural awareness. The
functional-notional approach is still utilized in the curricula as noted in the Introduction of
Signing Naturally Units 1-6 (2008, p. xi) and the new Signing Naturally Units 7-12 (2014, p. xi).
National standards for foreign language instruction were first published in 1996 through a
collaborative partnership with ACTFL and the National Endowment for the Humanities, and
were in essence over a century in the making. On the other hand, ASL's first work toward
standards was published in 2008 with the "Learning Outcomes for American Sign Language
Skills Levels 1-4" developed for the state of New York. Measurable learning outcomes for ASL
levels 1-4 that are adapted from the ACTFL national standards are provided in the document
which was developed over a three-year period with a group of think tank members and expert
consults which included ASLTA representatives (Kurz & Taylor, 2008). In 2007 the American
Sign Language National Standards committee, a collaborative effort between ASLTA and the
National Consortium of Interpreter Education Centers (NCIEC) along with financial support and
encouragement from ACTFL, began working towards language specific standards in the field
that followed ACTFL standards. The initial draft of the language specific standards were created
6

in 2008 and feedback was solicited through 2012 when they were finalized and distributed in the
field (American Sign Language Teacher's Association, n.d.). In relation to curriculum, the
website for the Master ASL! curriculum (2011) states that it "incorporates" the ACTFL standards
and is the only ASL curriculum that does so. However, connections to all of the ACTFL
standards are not explicit in the curriculum. The other curricula which reference the ACTFL
standards are Signing Naturally Units 1-6 (2008, p. xi) and the new Signing Naturally Units 7-12
(2014, p. xi) in the "Design Approach," application of and connections to standards throughout
both curricula are not explicit.
Current ASL Curricula
Today, while there are several options for ASL curricula, Vista's Signing Naturally
appears to be the most widely utilized curricula at the postsecondary level (Rosen, 2010). Vista
originally developed the first curriculum in the 1980s and has three levels of Signing Naturally
(SN) (1-3) (Smith, 1988). Level 1 went through a revision around 2007 dividing SN1 into 2
parts: Units 1-6 which was released first in 2008 and most recently in December, 2014, Units 712 were released. Even with the updates and revisions, there are consistent discussions among
instructors and faculty regarding the need for supplemental materials as noted among both UTK
and Maryville College faculty in this area alone. Also, while attending the VRSII: Interpreter
Educators Symposium in March, 2015, the researcher was able to discuss current ASL curricula
with Leslie Greer, current Conference of Interpreter Trainers (CIT) President, who also indicated
that there are perceived gaps in curricula and supplemental materials (L. Greer, personal
communication, March 6, 2015). Having information from instructors and programs across the
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country regarding approach to curriculum and supplemental materials would better assist local
institutions with the development of future curricula that is more comprehensive.
Purpose of the Study
In February, 2015, the MLA released its report of the 2013 comprehensive study of
enrollment in language courses in the U.S. indicating that ASL has moved up and become the
third most taught language (MLA, 2015). Indeed, this is an exciting time for the field, but
research related to ASL curricula is still needed to continue to advance the field. With this in
mind, along with the struggles faced by instructors and institutions with curricula noted
previously, this study surveyed ASL instructors and program coordinators across the U.S., in
institutions of higher education, adult education and career/technical programs to: a) assess
instructor perspective of current available curricula, including perceived gaps, b) assess the need
for supplemental materials and how those needs are addressed, c) ascertain how ASL lab is
approached and the need for development of lab materials, and d) determine to what extent
learning outcomes and standards are being applied in the field of ASL instruction. Information
gleaned from this study will help guide future development of comprehensive instructional
materials that are research-based integrating ACTFL standards along with ASLTA's language
specific "Standards for Learning American Sign Language" through content-based instruction
(CBI) and task-based language teaching (TBLT).
Assumptions and Implications
Assumptions and implications are that the data and information gleaned from this
research thesis have the potential to support future development of ASL curricula following
standards set by ACTFL along with ASLTA's language specific standards through the
8

development of content-based instruction (CBI) and task-based language teaching (TBLT).
Information on gaps in current curricula and how instructors and programs supplement the
instruction in ASL courses for L2 learners could be utilized in the development process and
strengthen future curricula.
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Chapter 2: Method
Overview
Interest specifically in the area of ASL curricula and materials research was prompted out
of programmatic need. Prior to the development of the survey, the researcher had been working
with the ASL instructional team and adjunct instructors at the University of Tennessee as well as
the instructor of Deaf Studies at Maryville College regarding curricula and instruction issues.
Concerns were increasing with program majors in both the Education of the Deaf and Hard of
Hearing and Educational Interpreter Training programs who had completed all levels of ASL but
were still lacking intermediate level ASL skills. The instructional team began the process of
trying to determine where the gaps existed and through that process, the interest in researching
curricula developed, spurred by additional discussions with professionals in the field.
Survey Design
The American Sign Language Curriculum & Materials Survey is a mixed method, selfreport – online survey using a Likert-type scale produced through Qualtrics which is an online
survey platform. The survey comprises 78 questions and included one path for ASL instructors
and another for program coordinators. Literature reviewed did not include survey instruments
and questions in published articles that were related to ASL curricula; therefore, survey questions
were developed through brainstorming with the UTK instructional team members, Dr. Kimberly
Wolbers and Dr. David H. Smith, related to American Sign Language courses, curricula and
materials.
It was determined that questions should be answered by ASL instructors and program
coordinators in institutions of higher education, adult education and career/technical programs.
10

This would elicit information associated with curricula utilized for both courses and lab,
perceived gaps in the curricula and how the curricula as well as courses are supplemented to
provide students L2 instruction and improve language acquisition. K-12 ASL instructors were
not included in the study in order to narrow focus specifically to curriculum use in postsecondary
settings. In addition, questions were also chosen that would provide supplementary information
to the UTK program regarding ASL program development across the country and are relevant to
the current use of curricula by instructors and programs throughout the U.S. The survey
instrument was pre-tested by Dr. Jennifer Morrow, UTK Associate Professor and Program
Coordinator for Evaluation, Statistics & Measurement, with peer graduate and PhD students in
Dr. Morrow's Spring 2015 Survey Research course, and with the researcher's thesis committee,
before being distributed to ASL program coordinators and course instructors.
Initial advertising for the survey was sent out in ASL related Facebook groups such as
ASLTA, ASL Reader's Choice, I Teach ASL and ASL Teacher Share with minimal responses
received. The next approach, which yielded the most significant number of responses to the
survey came from the use of the Modern Language Association's 2013 Language Enrollment
Database which was utilized to locate institutions indicating ASL course enrollment. From the
list of institutions, institution websites were reviewed for ASL program and course contacts.
The survey was composed of up to 78 questions that included one path for ASL
instructors and another for program coordinators, up to 53 questions were presented to ASL
instructors and program coordinators were presented 25 questions. ASL instructors and program
coordinators responded to questions directly related to the courses they teach, while program
coordinators were asked a series of questions that provided the researcher programmatic
11

information on the ASL program, all participants were asked demographic questions. Questions
for ASL instructors and program coordinators who teach ASL, included questions in six
categories: a) course(s) taught, b) curriculum utilized, c) perceived gaps in curriculum, d), use of
supplemental materials, e) ASL lab, and f) learning outcomes and standards. These questions
were designed to gain insight into which curricula were the main choices for each level of ASL,
instructor perspectives related to the curriculum utilized and supplemental use of materials, if
ASL lab was provided and how learning outcomes and standards are applied. Examples of
questions are provided in Table 2.1. Program coordinators were presented questions related to
ASL course levels taught at the institution and also curricula use that provided information on
the ASL program and/or all ASL courses offered. This provided more in-depth information about
the use of curricula and materials at a programmatic level that general ASL instructors,
particularly adjunct instructors, are likely not aware of.
Another aspect of the survey design were the videos of the introduction, questions and
the conclusion created by the researcher utilizing American Sign Language. Accessibility is
often overlooked in the design of surveys, particularly as it relates to the provision of materials in
sign language. The researcher believed that given the targeted population of survey participants,
it was important not only to design an accessible survey, but also to build a level of trust and
confidence with participants through the use of language and culture. While only a few of the
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Table 2.1 - ASL Course, Curriculum & Materials Survey - Sample Questions
Sample Questions
Question

Answers/Likert-type Scale

Which ASL courses do you teach at the institution? (Check all that
apply.)

ASL 1, ASL 2, ASL 3,
ASL 4, ASL 5, ASL 6

What curriculum is used for the ASL course(s) you teach at your
institution? (Check all that apply for each level you teach.)

16 curricula options
including "Developed by
Program/Instructor" and
"Other"

Please indicate your level of agreement for the following question:
The curriculum provides sufficient instructional content and materials
to appropriately guide students in acquiring satisfactory ASL skills
upon course completion for the ASL course(s) that I teach.

Strongly Disagree,
Disagree, Neither Agree
nor Disagree, Agree,
Strongly Agree

Please explain if there are any perceived gaps in the curriculum used for
ASL 1-6.

User response

Please identify how often you utilize supplemental materials for the
course(s) you teach. Note: Supplemental materials are considered
any type of materials not provided in the primary (main) curriculum
that is utilized for instruction.

Never, Rarely, Sometimes,
Often, Always, N/A

Is ASL lab provided for ASL course(s) you teach?

Yes, No, I don't know

How often do you think there is a need for supplemental materials for
the ASL lab for the course(s) teach?

Never, Rarely, Sometimes,
Often, Always

What type of supplemental materials are most needed for ASL lab
for the course(s) you teach?

User response

13

videos for the 78 questions were viewed, the introduction video had approximately 191 views
indicating that participants, regardless of hearing loss, were interested in the approach and
information shared in the video. This design approach opens up the potential for future
researchers in the field to also create accessible videos for surveys that reach out to the
population being surveyed.
Participants
Participants for this study were mainly recruited through the Modern Language
Association's (MLA) 2013 Language Enrollment Database which lists institutions throughout the
U.S. by state that provide American Sign Language courses. The website for each institution
listed was reviewed for e-mail addresses for ASL program and/or course contacts. Some
institutions had webpages for the ASL program that provided e-mail addresses/contact
information while course timetables and employee directories had to be searched for others.
Preparation of an e-mail contact list was a tedious task that took several weeks and still there
were approximately 114 returned e-mails either that were undeliverable, return messages of
being on leave, or responses by individuals stating that they were not connected to ASL courses.
1,095 e-mail addresses were collected from institution websites and it is estimated that 981 or
less e-mails were actually received by ASL instructors and/or program coordinators. In addition,
initial advertising was conducted via ASL related Facebook groups such as ASLTA, ASL
Reader's Choice, I Teach ASL and ASL Teacher Share with minimal responses received. Upon
the realization that a very low response rate was received from Facebook groups, the researcher
immediately began utilizing MLA's Language Enrollment Database to locate postsecondary
institutions with ASL course enrollment. Institutional websites were initially reviewed for
14

potential ASL instructors and/or program coordinators, once the first round of e-mails had been
sent out to all states and responses were in progress, institutional websites in states with low-tono response rate was reviewed a second time in-depth for additional contacts and e-mails sent
out to new contacts located.
Demographics for survey participants included questions related to: gender, deaf/hard of
hearing/hearing, highest degree earned, and number of years of teaching experience. Survey
respondents were 68.16% female, 25.14% male, and 6.70% preferred not to answer of the 179
responses (Figure 2.1). Out of 177 responses to the question related to whether the participant
was deaf, hard of hearing, or hearing, 47.46% indicated they were hearing, 40.68% indicated
they were deaf, 5.08% indicated they were hard of hearing, and 6.78% preferred not to answer
(Figure 2.2). Related to the highest degree earned, out of 179 responses, 64.80% reported having
earned a master's degree, 16.20% reported having earned a doctoral degree, 11.73% reported
having earned a bachelor's degree, 5.59% reported as "other", 1.12% reported having earned an
associate's degree, and 0.56% preferred not to answer (Figure 2.3). Related to years of teaching
experience, 21.23% reported having 6-10 years of experience, 19.55% reported having 11-15
years of experience, 17.88% reported having 26 years plus (+) of experience, 16.76% reported
having 0-5 years of experience, 12.29% reported having 16-20 years of experience, 10.61%
reported having 21-25 years of experience, and 1.68% preferred not to answer (Figure 2.4).
Finally, participants were asked to list their role within the institution, out of 180 responses,
participants listed their role as: 35.56% adjunct instructors, 28.33% full-time faculty (tenure or
non-tenure seeking), 14.44% full-time instructor (not tenure seeking), 10.00% part-time
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Figure 2.1 - Demographics: Gender
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Figure 2.2 - Demographics: Deaf, Hard of hearing, or Hearing
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Figure 2.3 - Demographics: Highest Degree Earned
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Figure 2.4 - Demographics: Years of Teaching Experience
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instructor (not tenure seeking), 7.22% other, 3.89% part-time faculty (tenure or non-tenure
seeking), and 0.56% graduate student (Figure 2.5).
Data Analysis
Quantitative data were exported from Qualtrics and imported into Statistical Program for
the Social Sciences (SPSS) in order to run frequencies and descriptive statistics on the
quantitative data. Frequencies were run on questions related to each ASL course level to
determine the curriculum utilized and the respondent's level of agreement as to whether or not
the curriculum provides sufficient instructional content and materials. The same approach was
utilized to determine the frequency for utilization of supplemental materials for each ASL course
and curriculum as well as for questions related to lab and the need for supplemental materials in
lab. After running the specified frequencies, qualitative data set responses were imported into
Nvivo 10 to determine themes and word frequencies through the inductive Grounded Theory
approach. Themes that emerged in data for each question have provided the researcher
information regarding content areas to explore and address. Both quantitative frequencies and
qualitative themes and word frequencies are discussed in-depth in Chapter 3: Results.
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Figure 2.5 - Demographics: Role within Institution
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Chapter 3: Results
The purpose of this thesis study was to assess: perceived gaps in current ASL curriculum
utilized for ASL 1-6, how and to what extent curriculum is supplemented by instructors in these
courses, and how ASL lab is implemented and to what extent supplemental materials are needed,
as well as determine to what extent learning outcomes and standards are being applied in the
field of ASL instruction. The ASL Course, Curriculum and Materials Survey was conducted
online for a period of 30 days during the spring semester of 2015. Recruitment e-mails were sent
to approximately 1,095 potential ASL program coordinators and/or instructors after searching
institutional websites listed under the MLA's Language Enrollment Database. Of the e-mails
sent, it is estimated after bounce-backs, return messages and replies from individuals not
connected to ASL courses, approximately 981 e-mails (or less) were delivered to the preferred
population for the survey. There were 180 respondents to the survey representing 84.31% of 50
states in the United States and the District of Columbia. The information discussed in this
chapter is related to responses from ASL instructors for each level of ASL 1-6 and for responses
to the questions related to the provision of ASL lab.
Current ASL Curricula
Instructors were asked to indicate which level(s) of ASL that they taught and to select all
curricula utilized for each course level they taught. The responses from ASL level 1 instructors
(n=161) indicate that the top three curricula utilized are Signing Naturally Units 1-6 (n=107),
Master ASL! (n=19) and Learning American Sign Language (n=19) (Figure 3.1). Curriculum
responses for ASL level 2 instructors (n=133) indicated that the top five curricula utilized are:
the newly released Signing Naturally Units 7-12 (n=50), the old Signing Naturally
20
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Figure 3.1 - Curriculum Utilized for ASL Level 1
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Units 7-12 (n=31), Signing Naturally Units 1-6 (n=21), Master ASL! (n=14) and Learning
American Sign Language (n=12) (Figure 3.2). Out of the ASL level 3 instructors (n=91), the top
two curricula utilized includes Signing Naturally 2 (n=52) and the new Signing Naturally Units
7-12 (n=13) (Figure 3.3). For ASL level 4 instructors (n=70), the top two curricula utilized are
Signing Naturally 3 (n=34) and Signing Naturally 2 (n=26) (Figure 3.4). ASL levels 5 (n=21)
and 6 (n=14) respondents indicated the use of Signing Naturally 3 as the main curriculum
utilized. The top two to three curricula are listed for ASL levels 1-4, except in the case of ASL
level 2 that indicates a variety of curriculum use for those curricula that have more than 10
responses.
Perceived Gaps
Gaining insight into instructors' perceptions of curricula utilized as well as perceived
gaps is of paramount importance for future curriculum development to be more comprehensive
and research-based. In order to glean this information, instructors were first asked to rank their
agreement, using a five-point Likert-type scale of "Strongly Agree" to "Strongly Disagree", as to
whether or not curriculum utilized for the course they teach provides sufficient instructional
content and materials to appropriately guide students in acquiring satisfactory ASL skills upon
course completion for the ASL course(s). Respondents who indicated "Agree" to "Strongly
Disagree" were then asked to identify perceived gaps in the curriculum.
ASL Level 1
Respondents (n=161) indicated that the top three curricula utilized were Signing
Naturally Units 1-6, Learning American Sign Language and Master ASL!. With Signing
Naturally Units 1-6, 36.45% of the 107 respondents strongly agreed that the curriculum provides
22
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Figure 3.2 - Curriculum Utilized for ASL Level 2
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sufficient instructional content and materials while the majority (47.66%) agreed with the
statement (Table 3.1). The main themes indicated as perceived gaps in this curriculum were:
grammar, culture, vocabulary and classifiers (Table A.1). For the Learning American Sign
Language respondents (n=19), 47.37% agreed that the curriculum provides sufficient
instructional content and materials (Table 3.1) and the main themes identified as perceived gaps
were activities, grammar and that the curriculum is outdated (Table A.2) For Master ASL!, of the
19 respondents, 63.16% indicated that they agreed that the curriculum provided sufficient
instructional content and materials (Table 3.1) and identified the main themes for perceived gaps
were vocabulary and signs (Table A.2).
ASL Level 2
Respondents for ASL level 2 (n=133) indicated the widest range of curricula utilized.
This is likely due to the release of the new Signing Naturally Units 7-12 in December of 2014
just prior to the start of winter/spring terms of institutions and the preparation needed to switch to
a new curriculum. The top five curricula indicated by respondents include: the new Signing
Naturally Units 7-12, the old Signing Naturally Units 7-12, Signing Naturally Units 1-6, Master
ASL! and Learning American Sign Language. The top curriculum utilized in ASL level 2 was the
new Signing Naturally Units 7-12 and of the 49 respondents who selected this curriculum,
46.94% indicated that they strongly agreed that the curriculum provided sufficient instructional
content and materials (Table 3.2). While some instructors listed perceived gaps in the
curriculum, no recurring themes were identified. The old Signing Naturally Units 7-12
curriculum was the second most utilized curriculum with 38.71% who agreed that the curriculum
provided sufficient content and materials (Table 3.2), and while instructors noted perceived gaps,
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Table 3.1 - ASL Level 1 - Curriculum Provides Sufficient Instructional Content and Materials
Instructional Content
and Materials

Signing Naturally
Learning American
Master ASL!
Units 1-6
Sign Language
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency
Percent

Strongly Disagree

3

2.80%

2

10.53%

0

0.0%

Disagree
Neither Agree nor
Disagree
Agree

10

9.35%

3

15.79%

2

10.53%

4

3.74%

1

5.26%

0

0.0%

51

47.66%

9

47.37%

12

63.16%

Strongly Agree

39

36.45%

4

21.05%

5

26.32%

Total

107 100.00%

19 100.00%

19 100.00%>
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Table 3.2 - ASL Level 2 - Curriculum Provides Sufficient Instructional Content and Materials
Instructional Content
and Materials

Signing Naturally
Units 7-12 (new)
Frequency
Percent

Signing Naturally
Units 7-12 (old)
Frequency
Percent

Signing Naturally
Units 1-6
Frequency
Percent

Master ASL!
Frequency

Percent

Learning American
Sign Language
Frequency
Percent

Strongly Disagree

2

4.08%

2

6.45%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.0%

Disagree

3

6.12%

6

19.35%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

2

16.67%

Neither Agree nor
Disagree

6

12.24%

6

19.35%

1

4.76%

2

14.29%

1

8.33%

Agree

15

30.61%

12

38.71%

11

52.38%

8

57.14%

5

41.67%

Strongly Agree

23

46.94%

5

16.13%

9

42.86%

4

28.57%

4

33.33%

Total

49

100.00%<

31

100.00%<

21

100.00%

14

100.00%

12

100.00%
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no recurring themes were identified. The third most utilized curriculum for ASL level 2 was the
Signing Naturally Units 1-6 with 21 respondents and 52.38% indicated that they agreed that the
curriculum provided sufficient instructional content and materials (Table 3.2). Very few
responses to perceived gaps and no recurring themes were identified in this curriculum. Master
ASL! was the fourth most utilized curriculum and of the 14 respondents, 57.14% indicated that
they agreed with the statement that the curriculum provided sufficient instructional content and
materials (Table 3.2). Very few perceived gaps were noted with no recurring themes for the
curriculum for this level. Learning American Sign Language was the fifth most utilized
curriculum with 12 respondents and 41.67% indicated that they agreed that the curriculum
provided sufficient instructional content and materials (Table 3.2) with a few perceived gaps
noted and no recurring themes identified.
ASL Levels 3-6
Beginning with ASL level 3, Signing Naturally was the main curriculum identified as
being utilized in each level. Of the ASL level 3 instructor respondents (n=91), 52 indicated that
they utilized Signing Naturally 2 and 13 listed the new Signing Naturally Units 7-12. For Signing
Naturally 2, the Likert-type scale rankings showed a greater range from agreement to
disagreement with the statement that the curriculum provides sufficient instructional content and
materials. Table 3.3 demonstrates that a combined 50% of the 52 respondents strongly agreed to
agreed with the statement, while 23.08% neither agreed nor disagreed, and 26.92% indicated that
they disagreed to strongly disagreed. The main themes of indicated perceived gaps were first that
the curriculum is older followed by grammar and activities (Table A.3). For the new Signing
Naturally Units 7-12, of the 13 respondents, 38.46% indicated that they agreed that the
28

Table 3.3 - ASL Level 3 - Curriculum Provides Sufficient Instructional Content and Materials
Instructional Content
and Materials

Signing Naturally 2
(Pink book)
Frequency Percent

Signing Naturally
Units 7-12 (new)
Frequency Percent

Strongly Disagree

6

11.54%

0

0.0%

Disagree
Neither Agree nor
Disagree
Agree

8

15.38%

3

23.08%

12

23.08%

1

7.69%

15

28.85%

5

38.46%

Strongly Agree

11

21.15%

4

30.77%

Total

52 100.00%

13 100.00%
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curriculum provides sufficient instructional content and materials (Table 3.3) with very few
perceived gaps and no recurring themes indicated.
With ASL level 4, the two most utilized curricula by the respondents (n=70) were
Signing Naturally 3 (n=34) and Signing Naturally 2 (n=26). For Signing Naturally 3, 29.41% of
respondents strongly agreed and 29.41% agreed that the curriculum provides sufficient
instructional content and materials (Table 3.4). While numerous perceived gaps were noted by
ASL level 4 instructors, no recurring themes were identified. Signing Naturally 2 respondents for
ASL level 4 showed the greatest amount of disagreement (34.62%) with the statement that the
curriculum provides sufficient instructional content and materials (Table 3.4). The main
perceived gap noted for the curriculum related to ASL level 4 was theme that it is an older or
outdated curriculum.
Responses to these questions for both ASL levels 5 and 6 indicated that the main
curriculum utilized was Signing Naturally 3. For ASL level 5, of the 21 respondents for this
curriculum, 52.38% agreed that the curriculum provides sufficient instructional content and
materials. With ASL level 6, of the 14 respondents who indicated use of the curriculum, 50%
agreed that the curriculum provides sufficient instructional content and materials. With low
response rates these levels, perceived gaps were not analyzed for the Signing Naturally 3
curriculum.
Use of Supplemental Materials
In addition to understanding the instructors' perceptions of curricula utilized as well as
perceived gaps, knowing how instructors supplement the curriculum and instruction with other
materials as well as the frequency is also an important factor to consider in future development
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Table 3.4 - ASL Level 4 - Curriculum Provides Sufficient Instructional Content and Materials
Instructional Content
and Materials

Signing Naturally 3
(Yellow book)
Frequency Percent

Signing Naturally 2
(Pink book)
Frequency
Percent

Strongly Disagree

2

5.88%

3

11.54%

Disagree
Neither Agree nor
Disagree
Agree

5

14.71%

9

34.62%

7

20.59%

5

19.23%

10

29.41%

6

23.08%

Strongly Agree

10

29.41%

3

11.54%

Total

34 100.00%

26 100.00%>
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of a comprehensive curriculum. Instructors were first asked to rank the frequency of their use of
supplemental materials for the course(s) they teach on a five-point Likert-type scale from
"Never" to "Always". Responses of "Rarely" to "Always" resulted in a stem question for
instructors to answer that provided a list of potential supplemental materials with a five-point
Likert-type scale related to the frequency of use of the type of material(s) listed. The list of
options for supplemental materials included: online Vlogs or videos, professional/commercial
DVD's or videos, activities in class, games in class, books, academic articles and other with a
text field entry "other". Finally, instructors were asked to list what types of supplemental
materials were most needed for the course(s) they teach. Analysis on the use of supplemental
materials was conducted on the top curriculum listed for each level of ASL, referenced in
Figures 1-4 for ASL Curriculum Utilized.
ASL Level 1
Reviewing responses for the use of supplemental materials for each of the three top
curriculum (Table 3.5), 37.14% of respondents for Signing Naturally Units 1-6 and 52.63% for
Learning American Sign Language indicated that they always utilize supplemental materials for
the course, while 36.84% of respondents for the Master ASL! curriculum indicated that they
sometimes utilize supplemental materials. Activities (48.60%) and games (31.78%) in class were
the top two types of supplemental materials listed by instructors as always being utilized with the
Signing Naturally Units 1-6 curriculum. Respondents for Learning American Sign Language also
listed activities (63.16%) and games (42.11%) in class as the top two types of supplemental
materials always being utilized. Master ASL! respondent's listed activities in class (42.11%) and
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Table 3.5 - ASL Level 1 - Use of Supplemental Materials
Use of Supplemental
Materials

Signing Naturally
Learning American
Master ASL!
Units 1-6
Sign Language
Frequency Percent Frequency
Percent Frequency
Percent

Never

3

2.86%

0

0.00%

0

0.0%

Rarely

10

9.52%

2

10.53%

2

10.53%

Sometimes

24

22.86%

5

26.32%

7

36.84%

Often

29

27.62%

2

10.53%

5

26.32%

Always

39

37.14%

10

52.63%

5

26.32%

Total

105 100.00%

19 100.00%>

19 100.00%>
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professional/commercial DVD's or videos (21.05%) as the top two types of supplemental
materials always utilized with the curriculum.
ASL Level 2
Responses for the top five utilized curricula for ASL level 2 indicate that of supplemental
materials use for each of the curriculum, respondents indicated the following (Table 3.6):
32.65% of the new Signing Naturally Units 7-12 instructors always utilize supplemental
materials, 53.33% of the old Signing Naturally Units 7-12 instructors always utilize
supplemental materials, 40.00% of Signing Naturally Units 1-6 instructors always use
supplemental materials, 35.71% of Master ASL! instructors often use supplemental materials and
40.00% of Learning American Sign Language instructors always use supplemental materials.
The top two types of supplemental materials always utilized for each curriculum were: activities
in class (44.00%) and games in class (34.00%) for the new Signing Naturally Units 7-12,
activities in class (45.16%) with games in class and books both being utilized by 32.26% of
instructors for the old Signing Naturally Units 7-12, activities in class (47.62%) and books
(33.33%) for Signing Naturally Units 1-6, activities in class (28.57%) and online Vlogs or videos
(21.43%) for Master ASL!, activities in class (58.33%) along with online Vlogs and videos,
professional/commercial DVD's and videos, and games in class, each with 33.33% of instructors
utilizing these activities for the Learning American Sign Language curriculum.
ASL Levels 3-6
Respondents for ASL level 3 curricula indicated that 47.06% of instructors using the
Signing Naturally Level 2 curriculum always utilize supplemental materials and 33.33% of
instructors using the new Signing Naturally Units 7-12 curriculum often utilize supplemental
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Table 3.6 - ASL Level 2 - Use of Supplemental Materials
Use of Supplemental
Materials

Signing Naturally
Units 7-12 (new)
Frequency
Percent

Signing Naturally
Units 7-12 (old)
Frequency
Percent

Signing Naturally
Units 1-6
Frequency
Percent

Master ASL!
Frequency

Percent

Learning American
Sign Language
Frequency
Percent

Never

3

6.12%

0

0.00%

1

5.00%

0

0.00%

1

10.00%

Rarely

5

10.20%

1

3.33%

1

5.00%

1

7.14%

1

10.00%

Sometimes

12

24.49%

7

23.33%

6

30.00%

4

28.57%

2

20.00%

Often

12

24.49%

6

20.00%

4

20.00%

5

35.71%

2

20.00%

Always

16

32.65%

16

53.33%

8

40.00%

4

28.57%

4

40.00%

N/A

1

2.04%

Total

49

100.00%<

30

100.00%<

20

100.00%

14

100.00%<

10

100.00%
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materials (Table 3.7). The top two types of supplemental materials always used by instructors for
Signing Naturally 3 were activities in class (36.54%) and games in class (25.00%). For the new
Signing Naturally Units 7-12 instructors, the top two types of supplemental materials always
utilized by instructors were activities in class (23.08%) followed by both online Vlogs and
videos and professional/commercial DVD's and videos with 15.38% of instructors indicating use
of these materials.
ASL level 4 respondents for the top two curricula indicated that 41.18% of the Signing
Naturally 3 instructors always use supplemental materials and 60.00% of the Signing Naturally 2
instructors always utilize supplemental materials (Table 3.8). The top two types of supplemental
materials always utilized by instructors for the two curriculum were: activities in class (50.00%)
and games in class (32.35%) for Signing Naturally 3 and activities in class (42.31%) and online
Vlogs and videos (34.62%) for Signing Naturally 2.
For the Signing Naturally 3 curriculum, 45.00% of instructors for ASL level 5 indicated
that they always utilize supplemental materials and 46.15% of instructors for ASL level 6
indicated that they always utilize supplemental materials. With ASL level 5, the top two
supplemental materials always utilized by instructors were activities in class (33.33%) and online
Vlogs or videos (19.05%). Related to ASL level 6, the top two supplemental materials always
utilized by instructors were activities in class (64.29%) followed by online Vlogs or videos,
professional/commercial DVD's and videos and books with 28.57% indicating use of these
materials.
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Table 3.7 - ASL Level 3 - Use of Supplemental Materials
Use of Supplemental
Materials

Signing Naturally 2
(Pink book)
Frequency Percent

Signing Naturally
Units 7-12 (new)
Frequency Percent

Never

1

1.96%

1

8.33%

Rarely

1

1.96%

2

16.67%

Sometimes

12

23.53%

2

16.67%

Often

13

25.49%

4

33.33%

Always

24

47.06%

3

25.00%

Total

51 100.00%

12 100.00%

Table 3.8 - ASL Level 4 - Use of Supplemental Materials
Use of Supplemental
Materials

Signing Naturally 3
(Yellow book)
Frequency
Percent

Signing Naturally 2
(Pink book)
Frequency Percent

Never

1

2.94%

0

0.00%

Rarely

5

14.71%

1

4.00%

Sometimes

6

17.65%

1

4.00%

Often

8

23.53%

8

32.00%

Always

14

41.18%

15

60.00%

Total

34 100.00%>

26 100.00%
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ASL Lab and Supplemental Materials
Instructors were asked whether or not lab was provided and implemented at their
institution for the ASL course(s) they teach and to what extent supplemental materials are needed
for lab. Out of 178 instructors responding, 52.51% indicate that lab is provided for the course(s)
they teach (Figure 3.5) and 35.48% indicated that there is often a need for supplemental
materials for lab (Figure 3.6). Instructors were also asked to indicate the type of supplemental
materials they believed were most needed for lab. Figure 3.7 is a Word Cloud created in Nvivo
that represents the top 100 words frequently listed in the 75 responses to the question by
instructors. Words that are in larger font sizes are words that occur more frequently in the
responses such as materials, activities, videos, and games. Out of the 75 responses from
participants, the stem word of materials was noted 23 times and included needs such as group
materials, conversation materials, culturally relevant materials, and practice materials. Activities
were noted 18 times in the responses and includes activities that are interactive, increase
vocabulary, and can be utilized to enhance classroom instruction. Videos were noted 16 times
indicating the need for videos of or relating to: native signers, culture, grammar and those for
practice. Lastly, games had 15 notations including card games, board games, games from the
curriculum utilized, and gesture type games.
Application of Learning Outcomes and Standards
Finally, instructors were asked to indicate whether or not their institution utilizes and/or
applies the "Learning Outcomes for American Sign Language Skills Levels 1-4" (Kurz & Taylor,
2008) or the "Standards for Learning American Sign Language" developed by ASLTA (n.d.).
Out of 179 responses to these two questions, only 15.08% of respondents indicated use of the
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Figure 3.5 - Provision of Lab for ASL Courses
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Figure 3.7 - Word Cloud of Supplemental Lab Materials Needed
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"Learning Outcomes" (Figure 3.8), while 34.08% indicated use of the "Standards for Learning
American Sign Language" (Figure 3.9).
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Figure 3.8 - Use of "Learning Outcomes for American Sign Language Skills Levels 1-4"
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Figure 3.9 - Use of "Standards for Learning American Sign Language"
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Chapter 4: Discussion
Overview
The purpose of this thesis study was to assess: perceived gaps in current ASL curriculum
utilized for ASL 1-6, how and to what extent curriculum is supplemented by instructors in these
courses, how ASL lab is implemented and to what extent supplemental materials are needed, as
well as determine to what extent learning outcomes and standards are being applied in the field
of ASL instruction. Before reviewing the focus areas for the study, it is important to first
understand survey responses for curricula that is used for each level of ASL. Signing Naturally
continues to be the most widely utilized curricula in levels 1-6 of ASL courses. The difference
indicated in the current study and Rosen's (2010) research is that the use of A Basic Course and
the Green Books have decreased significantly and the use of Master ASL! and Learning
American Sign Language have increased.
In the current study, instructors for each curriculum are in general agreement that the
curriculum utilized provides sufficient instructional content and materials to appropriately guide
students in acquiring satisfactory ASL skills for the course(s) they teach. Although instructors
indicate agreement that the curriculum provides sufficient instructional content and materials,
perceived gaps are noted by instructors. This is most particularly the case for the three most
widely used curricula for ASL level 1 and with the Signing Naturally 2 curriculum for ASL level
3. Perceived gaps for the top three ASL level 1 curricula included lack of grammar instruction,
information on culture, insufficient vocabulary, signs, classifiers and activities. In addition,
Learning American Sign Language was noted to be an older curriculum. Related to Signing
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Naturally 2 for ASL level 3, perceived gaps included insufficient activities and grammar,
including notation that the curriculum was older.
Results of instructors' responses related to the frequency for use of supplemental
materials for each level of ASL demonstrate that the majority of instructors are supplementing
course curriculum and instruction on a regular to continuous basis regardless of the curriculum
utilized. According to Richards & Rodgers (2014, p. 177), activities and goals are tasks that are
conducted using language; therefore, two of the main supplemental materials utilized, the use of
activities and games in class are in essence a form of task-based approach being utilized in
classrooms. It is not known whether or not the other types of supplemental materials listed by
instructors such as online Vlogs and videos, professional/commercial DVD's and videos, or
books are utilized in a task-based approach by the instructors. According to Richards & Rodgers,
in order for these materials to be tied to task-based activities and learning, students will employ
natural communication to convey meaning (2014, p. 176). Examples would include in-class
discussions related to the supplemental material whereby students engage in communication
about their thoughts and understanding of the material either in a pair or group activity and then
report out some highlights of their discussion to the class using language for the activity.
Over half (52.51%) of the instructors indicated that ASL lab is provided for the course(s)
they teach. It is not known whether or not the lack of lab opportunities for the remaining
percentage of instructors are due to budget, personnel or other unspecified constraints. Given that
lab provides students additional opportunities outside of formal instruction to increase L2 skills,
this data may indicate a need for ASL programs and/or instructors to investigate how to the
creation of additional and/or lap opportunities for students in order to further enhance student
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outcomes. For those instructors who had a lab related component, the responses regarding the
perceived need for supplemental materials for ASL lab along with the type of materials needed,
such as activities, videos, games, and practice materials, present an opportunity for the use of
task-based language teaching even in the lab setting. Lab time is not confined to the constraints
of direct instruction and lecture thereby opening up more potential for the use of tasks that
engage students in meaningful communication.
The results of this study support the need for incorporation and emphasis of standards for
ASL instruction and curriculum. Both ASLTA's "Standards for Learning American Sign
Language" (n.d.) and "Learning Outcomes for American Sign Language Skills Levels 1-4" by
Kurz & Taylor (2008) are not currently being utilized by instructors on a large scale basis and if
they are in use at the programmatic level, instructors are not aware of their use and/or how it
applies to the course(s) which is similar to the study conducted by Thoryk (2010) noting that
ACTFL standards were not "fully emphasized". Given that connections to standards are not
explicit in currently available curricula, data from this study suggests that standards likely have
not yet been fully adopted or applied in the field due to the widespread use of the these curricula.
This further indicates that ASL instruction, programming, teaching and learning are still in the
process of developing and transitioning into a mature field.
Current data indicating that instructors are in general agreement that the curricula
provides sufficient instruction, in conjunction with perceived gaps (Tables A.1-A.3), consistent
utilization of supplemental materials, and lack of incorporation and/or emphasis of standards
may suggest that current curricula, materials, and instruction are not drawing sufficiently from
the research in foreign language instruction. Data may also indicate that the rapid growth of ASL
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being taught as a foreign language has resulted in ASL course offerings mainly through the use
of part-time and/or adjunct instructors potentially in a piecemeal approach (see Figure 2.5) in
order to meet demand. It is not known whether or not instructors are working in isolation but the
results of instructor perceptions, gaps, use of supplemental materials and lack of application of
standards may demonstrate that to be the case. There are currently very few programs providing
specialist degrees in ASL teaching pedagogy which reflects the lack of in-depth knowledge and
understanding of instructional methodology in the field.
As previously noted by Thoryk in 2010, material development should be based on
"educational research and theory". Thoryk also noted the importance of following ACTFL
standards as well as training for instructors in educational techniques and teaching strategies to
coalesce with the development of ASL curricula and materials (Thoryk, 2010). In the five years
since Thoryk's study, current data suggests that ASL curricula, materials and instruction are still
in need of development drawing upon ACTFL and language-specific ASLTA standards in
addition to research particularly related to task-based language teaching methodology based on
foreign language instruction and pedagogy. In addition, the current lack of application of
standards in ASL courses and programs suggests a lack of knowledge related to standards. In this
vein, training on ACTFL and language-specific ASLTA standards is needed at the local, regional
and national levels in order to increase awareness, understanding and application to help the field
progress.
Implications
With ASL instruction now being the third most taught language in institutions in the U.S.
(MLA, 2015), ASL programs and instructors will benefit from understanding outcomes of this
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study. Since ASL programs and classes are expanding at a rapid pace, program coordinators as
well instructors that teach at institutions with one or two ASL courses will be able to review the
course of study at their institution and determine how it aligns with the results provided herein.
For example, coordinators and instructors could examine courses to see: a) if courses are being
supplemented similarly, b) if there are opportunities to consider other types of materials that
could be utilized, and c) how the courses could incorporate task-based language teaching as part
of the approach. Additionally, program coordinators and instructors who take the opportunity to
review courses of study and determine how to implement and utilize documents such as the
"Standards for Learning American Sign Language" and/or "Learning Objectives for American
Sign Language Skills Levels 1-4" are taking important steps toward not only providing solid
standards for the programs and courses at their institutions but also moving the entire field of
ASL instruction forward in maturity and standardization. Making these types of course and
programmatic shifts should in-turn create positive outcomes for students as second language
learners in ASL classrooms.
Additional implications of this study are related to potential future curriculum
development. Data collected from respondents indicate that instructors supplement course
instruction on a regular to continuous basis with the majority utilizing activities and games in
class followed by online Vlogs and videos, professional/commercial DVD's and videos, and
books. With the information regarding instructor's perceived gaps and use of supplemental
materials, future development of curricula has the potential to be more comprehensive when
ACTFL/ASLTA standards as well as "Learning Outcomes for American Sign Language Skills
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Levels 1-4" (Kurz & Taylor, 2008) are utilized and research related to task-based language
teaching theories are incorporated.
Limitations
The main limitation of this study is that the results do not provide information that
connects ASL instruction with content-based instruction strategies. It is not known whether or
not instructors in programs are aware of research in foreign language instruction and the impacts
of content-based instruction in second language acquisition or how to apply the method in ASL
course instruction. Another limitation of the study is that at the present time there are not
additional data sources such as expert focus groups examining what is needed in a
comprehensive curriculum, instead the focus of this study is on perceived gaps in current
available curricula.
Future Research
Additional research is needed in the area of task-based language teaching (TBLT) in
order to gain an in-depth understanding of the approach and how it can be appropriately adopted
in ASL curriculum and instruction. This study infers that instructors utilize tasks, such as
activities and games in class, as a supplemental approach. Building upon this study, future
research could further explore uses of additional supplemental materials such as online Vlogs
and videos, professional/commercial DVD's and videos, and books to determine if these
materials are being utilized from a task-based language teaching approach. For example,
according to Richards and Rodgers (2014, p. 174), tasks should be the "core unit of planning and
instruction" in the TBLT approach. In addition, the researcher was unable to identify literature
that provides detailed corresponding information between ASL instruction and task-based
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language teaching approach. Research utilizing expert focus groups concentrating on the
utilization of the TBLT approach following ASLTA's "Standards for Learning American Sign
Language" and the "Learning Outcomes for American Sign Language Skills Levels 1-4" would
advance the field of ASL instruction and curriculum development.
Conclusion
ASL instruction and curriculum development has made progress over the past 30 years;
however, as ASL continues to experience unprecedented growth, it is imperative that curriculum
and instruction incorporate standards and outcomes in order to progress into a more mature field.
In conjunction with standards and outcomes, research conducted in foreign language instruction
should inform curriculum development and instructional methodology in American Sign
Language. This includes further research into task-based language teaching (TBLT) and contentbased instruction (CBI).
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Table A.1 - ASL Level 1 - Perceived Gaps in Curriculum - Part 1
Signing Naturally Units 1-6
Grammar (n=10)
Non Manual Markers information, and grammar in depth (all)
Grammar Notes
For the students, I would like more focus on grammar.
Need more information on Deaf culture, and more basic ASL grammar, vocabulary and dialogues.
Not enough exercises for the grammar that is taught.
Not adequate information on grammar, syntax, structure.
Slangs/Idioms, ASL Grammars, Comparison of Gesture, Classifier and Sign, ASL Synonyms, and Mouthing.
The curriculum is lacking consistent models and instruction on ASL grammar and structure.
There needs to be more instruction on ASL grammar.
Additional classifier work and facial grammar.
Culture (n=6)
Cultural connection is not included.
Culture notes.
Missing cultural aspects like how Deaf people use the phone, key terms within the Deaf community, DPN
movement, Captions, etc.
I also select Holcomb's Introduction to American Deaf Culture to complement language instruction.
We teach the "D" cultural vs. "d" medical perspective and expanded interaction norms (introductions, sign names,
getting attention, leave taking, Deaf clubs, assisted technology, Deaf humor/classic jokes).
While there is some information on Deaf culture, the supplied information appears random and does not correspond
with the instructional information.
Vocabulary & Classifiers (n=7)
For ASL I, there is a limited number of vocabulary items. The curriculum requires the teacher to decide what items
will be added or not. When there is a variety of teachers for various levels then some students are found missing
items that another class has.
Need more information on Deaf culture, and more basic ASL grammar, vocabulary and dialogues
Not enough focus on classifiers. Too much time on target vocabulary that is not as interesting to students.
Vocabulary index at end of chapter to help students know what signs they are accountable for or potentially
accountable for. Without instruction, they have no scaffolding support when they study on their own time
elsewhere.
While I understand that Signing Naturally is about the best curriculum there is, I don't believe there is
enough/varied vocabulary. No classifiers.
Classifiers information, Non Manual Markers information, and grammar in depth (all).
We supplement the Signing Naturally Curriculum with materials from the Green Books for extra emphasis on ASL
structure, classifiers, and numbers.
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Table A.2 - ASL Level 1 - Perceived Gaps in Curriculum - Part 2
Learning American Sign Language
Activities (n=2)
Some lessons from LASL don't match to the activities for dialogue practices. Some lessons from
LASL are dry and boring.
There is no teacher's guide for the curriculum; this is very difficult for inexperienced teachers to
develop their activities and styles. I have been teaching for several years, so it is not an issue for me,
and I try to serve as a resource for the newer teachers. I did have to develop many of my activities for
ASL 1 & 2.

Grammar (n=2)
Not enough exercises for the grammar that is taught.
Not enough on grammar I need to supplement the material with my own material.
Older Curriculum (n=2)
LASL (Learning American Sign Language by Padden & Humphries) is rather old.
Outdated Curriculum

Master ASL!
Vocabulary & Signs (n=3)
I think the Master ASL! book is too vocabulary heavy and the vocabulary is not in an appropriate
order. For instance, people signs are not taught till unit 4, food signs are not taught till unit 10 and basic
communication categories are not taught at all. It jumps right into bigger vocab words instead of
introductory communication levels.
I use the book to guide the book in basic vocabulary lessons and building but instead of using the
arbitrary in-class exercises I have the students relate the lesson back to themselves and their own
schema. For example for the "family signs" unit I do not use the fake families from the book, the
lecture surrounds well known TV families and their application of the signs is about their own families.
My main complaint with the book is the order items are presented. Family signs are not introduced
until Unit 4 but with normal language acquisition family is early vocabulary. Amazingly, signs related
to school come first. This means that if students attend a Deaf event early in their learning, they can't
talk about family. I have thought about teaching that unit earlier but it would mean I can't use the
exercises in that unit since the students won't have all vocabulary needed. There is also no teacher's
edition which would have been very helpful when I first used the book. Some of the pictures are a little
hard to decipher.
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Table A.3 - ASL Level 3 - Perceived Gaps in Curriculum
Signing Naturally 2 (pink book)
Older Curriculum (n=7)
For our ASL 3 courses will use the pink book by signing naturally level II and it's a little bit outdated.

Outdated.
The ASL 3 (Pink) Signing Naturally curriculum is very outdated.
The current version of Signing Naturally Level II is outdated and needs a major improvement. There
are several topics that is not relevant, such as Family History or Tree. Many of the students don't know.
Needs to be an update for this curriculum.
The book used is dated. Hoping for an updated version soon.
The curriculum should be updated. It does not have very clear explanations for the students, the way
that Signing Naturally Level 3 has.
Activities (n=3)
Need more ideas for hands on activities and assignments with no answer keys in the back.
Not enough vocabulary and activities.
Signing Naturally does not include a new/revised Level III book so the "old" one is still in use (and
although I've added a great deal to my class in terms of content and activities, a revised and expanded
version would be much appreciated!).
Grammar (n=2)
Culture & Grammar Notes & Homework.
Include more grammar practice...ASL Idioms, ASL Synonyms.
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